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In the leat seven years a “radical. onitt in the focus 
of memory research ee brought it dtvactiy: in line with 
’ the interests of Communication researchers. Although : 
the-trend is brand new, ies historical roots reach back 
to 1932 and Sir Frederick Bartlett's schema theory set 
forth in his book henenbering: An Experimental and Social Stuiy., 
Schema theory’ 8 potential impact can be likened to 
the seer dissonance theory had on this- field 
some yeas back. Schema theory offers a promising approach 
toward the development of a ‘comprehensive theory of —— 
This paper will trace chan ‘theory and ace development, 
_ review current schema — ——— and ——— out ® 
its ——— use in future communication r search. At 


_. ° -'the end of the paper, a schema theory~based message reception 
“wl... model will be offered. 


Before Schema: The Ebbingliaus Tradition 


Prior to the 1970s and its rekindled interest in 


Bartlett's schena theory, the Evbinghavs "trace" approach, 


based on empirictet-snsociationistic theory ial in 


wenory research. The memory trace approach assumes that a 


receiver passively stores information, The information stored 
— creates a "trace" in metiory analogous to an electrical impulse. 
es "SSS. The trace strengthens as the tnformition is repeatedly 
enc tered. Analogous to a muscle etrengthening with 
_e excise) the more a memory trace is used the more established 
or ‘ettonnex" “te —— —— traces are more available 

fee recall, Prompting Kintech (1977 to label this approach 

to memory the availability approach: 

P , "+ "Trace" research is best Stacapeualived as a passive i 
reception Seprasch: ‘Information reaches the receiver' 5 
sense receptors and automatic ffechanisns place the received 
infprnation in a — storehouse. ‘Over time, the memory . 
trace decays —— and at recall that part of 
the trace which has not decayed is automatically retrieved 

(see Reder, 1978, pp. 1-2). 
— "Trace" theory had great appeal to a behavioristaically 


* 


oriented (e.g., Watson. Skinner) psychology field, and 


¢ dominated memory research for 60 to 75. years (Cofer, 1976). 
Then Bartlett (1932) challenged the Ebbinghaus tradition and 
its reliance on list learntog of wonbense syllables as a 
- methodology. Bartlett (1932) leveled three telling ) 


criticisms ——— approach: 


5 (1) Ie ‘ts impossible ‘to rid stimuli of neaning so long. 
. as they remain capable -of- arousing any: ‘human — 
response. * 

-2- * 


* 


3 


(2) The effort to rid stimuli of meaning credtes an 
atmosphere of artificiality for all memory 
‘experiments y making them a study of the establish- 

( ment and maintenance of repetition habits. 


(3) ‘To, make the explanation that ‘the variety’ of recall 
responses depend mainly upon variations of stimuli 
and of their order, frequency and mode of present- 

, ation, is to ignor dangerously those equally — 
' important conditions of response. which belong 
to the subjective attitude and to predetermined 

feaction tendencies. (p. J vr* 


rv powerful as these eritictens may seem, to the modern 
4 


reader, Bartlett's arguments went unnoticed sintt1 Endel Tulving's 


research. Tulving — lenged the memory trace explanation 


with his "encoding specificity” principle. ‘The encoding 


». 


apeceticity prsnciple convents that all information is’ 


stored in menory, but that some information is more — 


efi — information, By ¢e-establishing the cognitive 

—— in which a — piece of — was 

encoded, Tulving argued, the receiver will be able to access 

the information. For — a person might seek to recall 
» 


a telephone umber by trying to remember where he/ahe was or 


jew — was-feeling, thereby re-establishing the encoding 


environment present when he/she heard the telephone number. 


_One of a ‘significant research trends fénented by" 


Tulving was ork dn defining senantic nenory phenomena. 


Tulving s(1972) meds a distinction between sémantic and 
* 


episodic eenory stores: End sodic nenoty 4s one's’ memory for 


— life episod (e.g., a pacion urst roliér coaster 


. 


2 


— 


significantly from the Ebbinghaus empricist-associationistic aa 


ride or first car. accident). Semantic memory contaips 


abstract concepts and the rules of language use (e.g.> 


democracy, verb tense, usage). Kintsch (1977) defined 


semantic memory as "the organized store of knowledge that 


4 at 
a person possesses, about the world as well as about “language 


and its use. As such, it includes rules or programs for ; 
actions or operations" “(p F 284). 
' The two prominent semantic — — are the 


hierarchical nétwork model * the feature comparison 


‘model. Collins act Quillian (19697 first conceived the, - bs 


ndararchtesd network model which was recently formalized by ; 


Collins and Loftus (1975). "sateh, Shoben and Rips (1974) 


are the — of the feature coviparison theory. Both 


theories attempted + define tne enduring ‘structure of 

semantic —— —— ——— of these theories 

are offered elsewhere (see Housel and Acker, 1977; Kintsch, . 
1977; or Loftus and Loftus, 1976). ; a, 


As shown, these ‘semantic memory theories differ 


approach to memory. In many ways, however, they share, 


' dpistemic assumptions. Like Ebbinghaus, ‘semantic memory 


thearies assume passive reception fas did — 8 we 


eek few} 


AQ 
move to semantic memory theories was that it freed memory 
¢ . . 


encoding specificity principle). The real value of the xe 


aie 


that was: unable to” explain memory in everyday situations. 


“As. Chomsky's linguistic theory (1958, 1965) geined acceptance, Fs 


3 ‘ - ae X 
researchers from an explanatory theory (1. e., trace theory) . 


Meister argues’ this point in Cognition. and Reality, (1976) and ‘ 
onphasizes the’ teed ,to study. memory in real day-to-day 


sitastious.: Orne memory researchers also saw in this. 


rejection of the Ebbinghaus appraach..an opportunity to 


‘ 


tackle the problem of. receiver's use of memory in processing 


meaningful stimuli: prose pasbages, conversations, jokes, | 
and the like (Kintsch; 1977; Van Dijk, 1977; Runelhart, ee, ae [ 
1975. «..). — bagi 4 4 J— 


— 
* 


Even before the move. from the enpiricist-associationistic 


tradition in memory redearch, a’ similar rebellion was happening 


. 


din language —— Clonsky in a 1959 review of ‘Skinner's 


⸗ 


(1957) Verbal Behavior, pointed out serious weaknesses in 
the empiricist explanation of Aanguage: behavior, signalling 
the beginning of ‘the end‘ for this approach to language 
behavior study. d 


iV 


Modern’ Linguistic Research Turns To Schema Theory" -» ; ‘ » 


* 


empiricist language approaches declined in popularity. Chomsky a 


* 


“distinguished. between deep and surface syn actic sentérice 


ot 


structure and postulated transformational rules eee 


the relationship between the two. Psycholinguistists 


\ 
\ . ‘ 


developed a wide range of experiments to test Chomsky's' , .. 7 : * 
theory (see Clark and Clark, 1977; Fromkin and Rodman, 1978; 
- and Kesg, 1976 for examples). “Meany of theas' Sipwrtennce used 
“henory as a dependent or rantoulated variable. 
Chomsky 's Transformational — — (TGC) 
was a set of formal categorical rules — to account 
for dia: Kinlosbenti that the "4deal" native user ofa 
- language must have to speak the language. ‘The focus of ° 
— Chomsky's theory was the generative syntactfe component of 
language with the semantic and phonological components 
gervane a — ——— function (Kess, 1976). In 
the main, psycholinguists coacentvated on validating these 
\ 7 syntactic relations specified by TGG (see Clark and Clark, 1977; 
\ .Fromkin and Rodman, 1978; and Kess, 1976). | | 
\ While Chomsky’s advocates were busy testing the syotactié 
\ tmp1teations of the theory, a growing number of others (Chafe, 
ery Osgood, 1971; Lackner, and Garrett, 1972; Clark and 9 
card, 1969) were questioning the goainance ‘of syntax over | 
semantics oe predicting language ‘behavior. This led. : 


psycholinguistic research Peyang. the single sentence level Me 


&>-- Sad cf . * 


to the multiple sentence or whois’ message level few, . of 


’ a 
i references, passages, conversations). 


Rprcbfiogutars & faced one problem, with this approach 
and’that. was* how to explain the highly’ regular: expectations 


“" Ep 


receivers had as a function of a message's ‘structure. 


- 


- ‘ , 4 


— Sentences arrayed in isolatdon have one meaning, but when 


arrayed in whole messages often take on different or 


; added meaning. A passage from Bransford and NcCarrells' 


vee research illustrates, this point: Ng 


First you. — things inka different groups. 
’ Of course one pile may be sufficient depending 
on how tcl’ there is to do. If you have to go 
somewhere else due to lack of Pacilities that _ 
ig the next step, otherwise you are pretty, 
well set.. It is important not to overdo 
things. That is, it is better to do too 
‘few things at once than too many. In the 
short run this may not seem importagt but . 
/ complications can easily arise. A mistake 
can be expensive as well. At first the. 
whole procedure will seem complicated... 
(p. 206). 


Individually, the sentences of this message nake sense, ae 
] 
as a paragraph cee message structure) they aren' t compre- > 


hensible. If a’ theme is provided the reader-receiver for 


; the paragraph, the paragraph as a whole takes on meaning. 


‘Reread the above but first add the title "Instructions for. 


Washing Clothes." sec in” ’ 

| "Moving beyond the single sentence level of analysis. 
necessitates portslating a menory component which Will hold 
the. processed sentence meaning mits of a message until 


meaning can be —— at te whole message level. ae is a 


also hecessary: to; ve lata a menory: component which represents, 


| receiver’ 8 world edge — that he/she can £111 in the 


blanks in — ——— nessages. For example, if 


4 


7 


Ae | ; . ; —— 
—— individual instructs another about washing clothes, the 
. * 
sender usually assumes that the receiver knows what washing ; ‘ 
machines, detergent, and clothes are without explicitly 
defining them. Clark and Clark (1977) summarized the ‘need 
for positing an enduring memory structure when researchers ‘: 
+ focus on the whole message level: ' 7 ; c 
Because @tories are so large, they cannot 
. be studied in the same immediate and direct 
a , '  , way. that words, constituents, and sentences 
have been studied.\ Their influence on com- 
- prehension can only be inferred indirectly 
from studies on memory. Yet, with the story, 
. the lessons have remained the same: The . 

‘ structure of the whole affects the under- 

: standing of each part (p. 172). 

These are the problems that led psycholinguists back 
to Bartlett's (1932) schema theory in —— 

». Psycholinguists (e.g., Kintsch, Van Dijk) began to study t 
similar issues with schema theory as’ their common theoretical — 
base. One (of the most valuable aspects’ of this overlap 
was the cross-fertilization of the two methodologies — 
psycholinguistic's descriptive methodology and memery's 


experimental approach..: 
5 hn : C 
Schema’ Theory ~ i I oo : — 


Although Bartlett’ s (1932) work 1 s vut —— 
— — have been many. recent variations and extensions on "te. 


Examples of ‘gic variations. are the constructivesreconstructive ot ie 


a | | se 


memory research (Cofer, 1977; Spiro; 1977) frame theory 


Gunsky, 1975) 5 story ——— 1977), semantic =; 
r j macro-structures’ (Van: Dijk, 1977), ani discourse Schema 
research (Rumelhart, 1975; Winograd, 1977). ‘The following 
‘version of schema theory is a synthesis of Bartlett's . 
(1932): original work and several of the recent variations 2 
on the same. yrs < 


\ 


Schemas are specific representations of world knowledge. 


@ 


e 


Yor —— ——— dining” may i a a schema. Any- 


one who has eaten in restaurants iowa ‘that one enters a 
* 1 


building, sits at a table, 16 usually, waited’ on, orders 
a —_ eats food, pays a bt, leaves a tip, amd leaves. : —* 
If a ‘person ‘describes a testaurant experience vith ‘the words: — 
"It took ten minutes before we were even waited on. The 
food was lousy, so we got up ‘and left™ the receiver’ of this 
— comment has no trouble comprehending what the sender is 
@ralking about because his “restaurant dining" schon tiie 
in the. necessary “missing” knowledge (e.g. that the — 
of the message had entered a building, sat dow, didn't . 
ptip, etc.). . * J 
scares aren‘ t “ftxed but are flexible, ever ‘changing, 
wad adapting to new life — (bake tates 29325 Neisser, 
1976). Lf aiperson eats. at restaurants in “aifferent parts of 
—8* * 


ae —— the: “country, ‘he/she may. develop different restaurant schemas 


: ~Je 


#0 my 


' further assumption van DiXk (1977), nakes about ‘frames ig" J 


for each. part of the ceuntry. For example, a New York 
restaurant schema might, include the expectation that the food 
will be good and the service bad while a Kentucky restaurant. 
schena might include the expectation of friendly service 
but. bad food. 

Some schemas — relatively more —— than others. 


Minsky (1975) labeled these relatively permanent schemas as : 


frames. An example of a frame might be "how people look and 


behave." We all expect that most people will have a given 
list of physical attributes and exhibit a limited range of 


behaviors. isothar example would be a "world geographic" 
frame. Most of us "picture" the world as a group of major 
continents, with given shapes, ae with certain spatial 
relationships to each other. . 
“Van Dijk (1977) treats frames’ as hierarchical sets of 
facts, assumptions, i ai aac expected actions, and 
objects, which are stored in semantic memory. Frames have i i 
macro and micro levels. \For example, the macro level of | 
"vorld geography" frame night be the "African contivient," 
and a ntero-fevel night be mens: A macro-level proposition 
for," ‘restaurant dining” would he “having -a meal," yith a 


aicro-level proposition being “ordering from a menu." A 


nN ay 


* mac orpropositions copserain the poseitle: interpretations 


- -10- 


- 
—— 


it x 


of uicroproposi tions. Within the world geopraphy frane the : 


“Eg micro-level proposition henya vould only happen within. the 


‘macro-level Proposition “African continent." For Van. Dijk: (1977) 


\ i 
— A fraues are Peaduring, ae semantic memory) , hierarchically ? 


» 
‘ * 


— — ordered dn carey of 3 Eco~propositions, and represent ok ee 
, 2 ‘ an i 2 F . 
* knowledge — by ‘no abers “6 a society or culture" 
6 22). — ua ats 


“Van a — that. schemas: are generated and — 


within the context of changing discourse. ae a — 


ie - positon, Van. Dig argues that’ each J—— has its om 


semantic macro-structure, and’ that the feceiver will - 


; generate a “achema representation for a given. discourse using 

"macro-rules". and frane ‘knowledge (Van Dijk, 1977, pp 8-16). ye 3 
fost schena theorists would agree with Van Digk's a ; 

assertion that a Leittively: enduring. ‘world knowledge semantic | 


— =f ae 
: ‘memory: store cn — account. for the common Inowledge 


that —— of the s culture shave: ‘Exactly how this ‘kind 


ae ag knowledge ds “organized in senantic penory is Es issue: of 
J aa ria - rs 


continuing debate. . : ‘ : ae — les 


ry 


’ store would be to draw. upon the hterarchical network, theory · ‘ 


nested words — canary-bird-aninal) ‘appioach. ‘tn ‘take. 
5a Ba Tg manner, one “eould ‘postulate a hierarchical network of macto 
. ams ated micro propositions. For’ — the nscro-propoestion’ 
ft ge — — J 
* * * 4 x — 
·—— — — — — —— eer eee — : Z * ie — — an — of tee Seen 
* J nf ‘ ° Key ‘ 
ti * mo ey 8 — eat ' Sa, steel 
.. ' a ‘ ae wt \ J — / 
= — — ——— ie Ee See ay) 
* * 4 * 4 Kel eg ad a * 
= mt OR. seit ee : « 7% { I : 3 2 : : — ay 
y Ss — ie 3 Oe hae Boa. peaks i 5 See te 


“One“way to conceptualize this semantic menory knowledge nn ol 


ve 
° . —1— 
\ I 
* * — 
——————— — 


— 


a 


] ~, 


———— typical of humans" vould constrain a variety of 
—_______nlerospropositions- ithe: Munans --use-Language;"-" “have. = —— 
‘gender, " “work, sleep ‘and play." In turn, each- of these 


tb ; propositions fonstrains a snaller set of nicro-propositions. 


ty - Under — language" for example. we might find ."vocalizes ," 
| F a “prefers thé native tongue for conveteatton.” J "often speaks 
—J humorously." oe 7 J cme 5 eS : = Pa is he 
Using this conceptualization. we have a. hierarchical 
network of interconnected propositions which receivers_can 
. *23 access at will, entering the netuork at any desired fevel. F | 
— exams, when you first: meet -another person. whom you 
assume to be a v.s. citizen from FOUE, part: of the country 
—* will access ‘the "human communicative behavior" frame (vtech 
“would be a. oub-level of the “human behavior" frane) ‘at ; 
| “the macro-propositional level "Coummicative assumptions Shout: i 
: a Kentucky white idle (in this instance)" and assume he - | 
vill shake hands, speak English, probably suite, titan: Ye 
J interpersonal distance of 2-3 ‘feet, ‘give his nane, and ask your. 
name (uicro~propositions | constrained by the, above macro- 
| Proposition). On the other hand’ he may greet, you with. ‘nods : ° 
Como se Leha?,” forcing you to. change frames. ‘You might 
now assume-he, is Latin American, and * would, access the . | 


eh . ae macro-proposition, “commmicative ‘assumptions — Latin 5 
Anericans." Using this macro-proposition would allow you to — J — 
% * : — a ae 
f 22 a gia). ne 


ta 
* — { * 
— ei *— — — — — — — — — — 5 — — —— — — — — ⸗ 
* 3* 
Lie 3 J e ⸗ 


* — ee PS AD 
access the attendant micro- propositions, "speaks Spanish," 


. “paintaine tnterpersond! distance ‘of 1-2 feet, ete. 


—-terhterarchicalsenantte-neivorko-conceptualizatton 
offers one way to approach the problem of specifying the 


structure of receivers' world knowledge. The —— F 


L 


that knowledge is organized hierarchically is consistent 

with modern memory conceptualizations (Collins and Quillian, 

. \ -  * 1969; wollans and Loftus, 1975; Norman, Rumelhart, et al., 
me : 1975; Van pik, 1977). _The hierarchical schema network 


: elaboration offered in this paper is one possible extension 


1 


: éf the previous semantic memory’ research. 


One 'of the most pressing problems: remaining in schema 
theory memory. research, ‘is to Adentity and delineate specific — 
kiowledge ietworks that members of a culture share. ‘Schank 

“oe “and Abelson ag77) concisely summarize the problem: * 


* There’ is a very long theoretical stride. .... from ‘ : 
ee the idea that highly ‘structured ‘knowledge dominates ; ‘ 
— the understanding Process, to the specification 
a + - of the, details of ‘the ‘most appropriate structures. 
ee Pgh It does not take one very far to say that schemas — . 
are important: one must know’ the gontent of ‘the 
pore ‘ schemas.’ To be eclectic here is to. say nothing. 
‘ ' If one falls: back on the a stract position that \; : 
‘only form-is impuctant, that the human mind is 
a capable of developing knowledge structures of . 
iE a ‘infinitely varied content, ‘then one. sacrifices 
3 the essence of the structure ‘concept, namely the . 
7 strong expectations which make reality under= 
or atandable. In other words, a knowledge ‘structure 
theory must make a. committment to particular 
content schemas. ‘(p.10) -  ~ 


: There are a. number ‘of ways” that’ schema theory researchers 


have categorized types of schemas. Winograd ag7) explicitly 
identifies three ‘kinds of discourse — 


A. ——— schemas-conventions for ‘interactions 
between the participants in the communication. / 


en a eh B. Rhetorical schemas-conventions for laying out. 
a reasoning sequence which-speaker wants: the 
Sh ‘hearer to follow. , 


, C. Narrative — relat for connecting. a 
; ; sequence of utterances into a coherent text. a 81) } 


8 
' Rumelhart (1975) and Thorndyke. (1977) Adentity-a story ‘ .*i. 
grammar schema which — a reader-receiver’s expectations 
of typical story — aca: setting, —* event, 
reaction, action, ‘theme, plot, goal, etc. (see Thorndyke's . 
i vw =‘ discussion in hie'1977 article, p. 78-83). “.Neisser (1976). 
| in. and Bartlett (1932) identified typical visual schemas (e.g. * 
geometric — and. pictures of animals); It is 
i possible. to postulate action-goal schemas (e.g., the range 
of behaviors a skier must perform to attain a vot goal * 
linked parallel turns to get down the mountain) .. 
In a recent paper, Housel (1979) Proposed two. varieties 
of semantic memozy schemas, content and relational. Content 


schemas are receiver-stored —— about objects and 


events not specifically related to other people (e.g., Tyee 


snow legs: about World War II, language ———— erree 
Relational schemas are receiver's enpectations for the 


pha — 


different ways people relate tc cne another (e.g., Seduction, 


eS -14- 


ee ee — 16* ee 


- 


one upmanship, competition, love, and hate). 
Receivers may engage both content and relational schema 


- din attempting to comprehend a MESSED. At one. Tevel th 


receiver may ‘engage a epectfite content schena (a. dey “the. : 


P receiver’ 8 knowledge. of! die: best plates to ‘ski fn Utah or. 


te 


Colorado) and at another level engage a relational schena 
" (e.g., competition with a skiing ouch); Kintech (1977) 
noted this popntbiatty —— "in a aisiozue the interaction 
with the other person might be — more seitant thén 
| the content of the dialogue, sea” (pe 35) (italics mine). 


Winograd (1977) * —— observations about parallel 
* ⸗ i 
schema operation. Kintech's as77) comment brings up a 


another definitional trait of schemas, nanely that — 


’ 


are different levéls of Beeniny within any — ‘and 
. t — * 


that some schemas ay — greater importance in assigning 


meaning to discourse than others, eee. a more complete 


t st )’ : 


dtécussion read Kintsch's article in’ Just and Carpenter's 


F (1977) Cognitive Processes tn Comprehension. 
oe f In the preceeding paragraphs we discussed the term. 


* 


"schema. * We now turn the: reader's attention toward a 


number of ochene theory’ s basic tenets. . 


The most beets echeia theory sssuaption is that perceivers 
_ are active intoruation ——— Perceivers ratio - 
© $ Seg! os ' 


construct artis to interpret or — meaning to environmental 


t ? 3 . . a Ail 


* 


4 


4 and change is partially due-to the 1 structure of stimolt 


> 


ms 
‘assumption is reflected * Neisser's as76)_ comment, "per-_ 


* 


tiæaii (Bartlett, 1932; Cofer, 1977; Neisser, 1976).. This 
‘ception is a constructive Process. The perceiver is active" 
(p. 57). Cofer (1977) stated, "Constructive theory holds : 
that the form an the contents of: all experience are con- 


| structed, except. denote es perception. is. predicated 0 on F 


basic predispositions of the organien, such as feature . 
detectors, “ees " Op. 319). This assumption focuses research 
on ‘the Percetver"s higher order mental activities, nenely : ) 

- how perceivers construct oad usé échemis an assigning 

meaning. Bartlett. (1932) refered to this use of echenan. 

as "en, effort after meaning” Ap. 44). : ee 
“Schema theortsts generally assume e that schema construction 


and partially due to the perceiver's structuring of — 
stimuli. Although schema — concur that both affect 
— processing, each — assumes that either the 
environmental stimuli structure (e.g., text structure) or 


the perceiver's psychological processes dominate’ the cognitive 


- processing of a message. Winograd (1977) primarily focuses on the J 


perceivers’ psychological processes. Kintsch, (1977), and Van 


Dijk, E917) concentrate on the "Structural form of the texts or 


Jot 


dialogues Ee are produced and —— Gitacgred, 1977,. 
P- 64). — the same point, Spiro and Tirre €1979) stated, 
The constructive orientation, which posists a process of active in 
interaction between infornstion explicit in the text - « 
. — * 
-16- 


> 


and {aformation contained in pre-existing know,edge structures 


or —— served as a point of departure in the search ial 
differences in ——— processing style" (p. 3).. 

in —— theory, memory plays a — role in all 
the perceptual processes (Bartlett, 1932: Clark and Clark, 
1977). Stressing * importance of menory! 8 role in 


language processing, Clark and Clark (1977) state: .\; 


"Memory nieve an een part in ——— 
from the moment the first sound hits our ears 
to our recollection, years later, of what was 
said.~ In the construction process it is the 

- halfway house where sounds and words are. stored, 

.and it is the final storehouse for the propo- 4 
sitions that are built from them, In the 
utilization process.it is the place: where new 
information is stored, asked-for information. 

18. sought, and planned actions are placed. It ; 

_ is also’ the archive for the facts and general ; b 
knowledge that are used in’ inferring indirect ; 
Seaninge." (p. -133) . j * 

—F 


From the active perceiver standpoint, we ¢-conntancls engage F 
— —— in producing and receiving stimuli of. all 
desebas of complexity. — (1976) —— the "perceptual 
” eyele" (pp. 20-26), referring to the ssminptfon that all 
perceptual Processes are interdependent , and — are engaged 
during all perceptual Processes. ; . ; - — ” ix 
_ Schemas are iad, constantly changing to meet the 
demands of a changing snvixiausats This change occurs over . 
‘time. In Bartlett's (1932) words,” “remembering appears to 
be far more decisively an affair of ‘construction rather ‘an ; ’ 
— V on 


. 
~~ % 


A > i _+17- 


* 


one of mete reproduction” (p. 205). A significant amount 


of modern schema aye? memory research supports this assumption 

_ (e.g., Dooling and Christiansen, 1977; Keenan, MacWninney, and 

Mayhew, 1977; — 1977, to name a tev). = 
The model to be presented ‘in ‘this paper focuses on the 

cognitive achavitias receivers use’ to structure, assign meaning 

_ to, store, and retrieve incoming me eges This model 

differs from other schema. theory nodeis “! 1 several — 


ways. Message themes, as developed b the r eiver, play. 


a central role in this model's ————— of the 2 message 
reception process. in ——— Van. Dijk (1977) treats » 
“theme as being in the message before the receiver acts on 
the message. tn the —— model, we assume that receivers 
construct “message ss over time. 

Message theme is. defined as ‘the central idea of the © 
discourse. Receivers use their developed message —— 
as a judgment. criteria for inclusion. or eAiuston. of 
message propositions in the comprehension and —— 
process. (This assumption i¢ very similar to the function 
of. macro-propositions ‘sod the | rules. discussed by 


‘Van Dijk, 1977). Themes may serve. to retrieve schemas 


useful Ain comprehending, hew messages. For example, — 7 4 


receiver hears a message about Hitler: and develops the 


: theme "Hitler the evil: dictator,” ‘baja may, retrieve the © 


-~18- 


ame 


theme he/she will Whe 8% ty Soe 


content schema for. Hitler from his/her semantic memory, ‘and 


use the “schema ‘to aid gn comprehension and storage of the 


new message (age Dooling and Lachman, 1971 and'sulin and 
/ . : 


‘Dooling, 1974). Receivers may also elect to use sender 


provided themes. ‘Senders often attempt to provide receivers 


with message themes. For example, the sender may state, 


"I want to show you how to serve a tennis ball," and then 


_ proceed to discuss the serve.. The receiver may elect to use 


this ee as provided or may develop for himself ‘an eyen 

more unambiguous message thene. ‘For pnstence, the receiver 
iio: 

might decide after —— ‘more — the tennis serve that | 


a more unambiguous ‘theme would be, "There are s¢ven steps 


needed to deliver a successful tennis’ serve. "" The important 


point is that the récaiver ultimately decides what message 


2 


* 


Themes vary an terms of their ambiguity. ‘The more 


i 


ambi guous the theta y* the less useful it is in comprehending, 


storing, and —— message information. Recent research 


diceiutork and Johnson, bs A Bransford and McCarrell, 1974; 


Dooling ant — 19713 Dooling and Mullet, ‘1973; Pat ; 


1978: Van Dijk, 1977) supports this assumption. | ‘To aie 
the tennis serve example, the theme "How to play tennis,” 


would not constrain interpretation of “throw the bali over — 


‘your head" as.well as‘ the theme, “The seven steps to delivering 


a good tennis serve?" Degree of theme ambiguity affects com- 
» prehension in that the less ambiguous the theme the more 
i ¢? . 5 . a " * * — 
‘it’ constrains pdéssible interpretations of the propositions 


it ———— 


Developed message chews sigs affects” atorage and retrieval | 
iG of- message tnfornatiofgoad”and White (in press) view the 


role of message theme in nénory as. follows: 
t. oe * "Ta ——— the theme of a pagsage (or seatente) 
. * + {1s the focus of memory representaticn.. This ; 
—— also suggests that there is some “hierarchical 
x organization to the memory for propositions, - ' 
; F Ppt: namely that there is a higher-level node (nore 
| -actessible*and more durable)|for the theme. — 
It has also been established that the ** 
‘of the theme will-increase the likelihood of 
recall of the ideas. ‘closely related to it." v 


Van Dijk (1977), a ts that ene "not only organize and 
: reduce information, but may —* serve. as retrieval cues" 


~~ — 
(p. se Bisan, — Vesdonder, and Voss (978) 


concluded that — theme operated in — storage 
a and retrieval as’ specified by Dodd and White (tn press). 
The ‘less ——— a theme, ‘the more tightly it organizes 


message Propositions in —— Tightly organised messages 


are tase susceptible to constructive-reconstructive intrusions 
— from prior semantic — schemas. For exemple, one sxudnat 
* * —— ‘Aatentg to his/her tennis Ena tKOckor talk about tennis serves 


— develop the —— ovardicren message theme "The 


— 


seven steps to delivertog a good serve.” Agother student ay 


’ 
, 
— * 


z 


F 
* . + 
s ¥ wet . * 
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develop the more ambiguous, less cénstraining message theme, os 
"How to play tennis.” - The tter message thema could. organize : ; 

a wide. variety of deshage- propositions relating to how to play | J 
tennis. The former theme would organize only those Peopees es cae : — 
pertaining to the seven steps aes in delivering a good serve. 
Over time, message propositions oxganised ‘around the. more. - 
, anbiguous theme would more likely to change’ to tit the student's , 
prior ‘semantic memory schema for tennis. — togent using 


vr Mey 


the less ambt guous message thene would more. Likely. Bavetep: a 


well articulated and unique ‘memory” ‘achena about delivering ; < — 

-a good tennis serve.. Even though this unique: schema for * nig 

the tennis serve: “wil be herarchtcally « stored within: the 

exisfing schema network for’ “playing Tennis," it ‘will represent —— 

a new, lower level, more specific sub-schema.:: This notion of - . 

hierarchical schema knovledge “organization is consdetent with... 

Van Dijk's (1977) concaptualization ae micro and macro structures 

and. conceptually extends Collins and Loftus’ (1975) semantic 

memory petwork model. a —— ‘ J — * J 
Receiving eoaverwational messages is often — complex 


then receiving noniconwireaetopsl: ‘messhges, because ‘conversations 


— content and relational information ‘Keenan, et" al, » 19775. : ss $ 
Olson, 1977). A person reading a story does ‘not ‘usually assume : 
that the author is attempting to establish a —— ‘relationship J 
with hin. Winograd (1977) and’ Kiatach (1977) ‘argue that ——— 


' 
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: a conversation involves comprehension of content. and_relational — 

message teeaning. ——— other researchers (Keenan etal., 

1977; Markus, 1977; Schank and Abelson, 1977) have attempted 

to define the role of, relational schemas in the message | . 
ite reception process. As Schank and Abeléon (1977) point out, _ * 
hovever, the relational schena resecrch is highly speculative | 
with little firm empirical support. 

Pecause tessage thenes are so useful in — — 
storing and retrieving information, it. follove that individuals 


as — conversational messages, wil} attempt to develop 


both content and relational message themes. Reichman. {1978) 5 


| in her excellent analysts of conversational structure, 
explicitly —————— that conversational coherency depends to 
a large extent on how well a speaker's utterances are eeaserstued” 
by a conversational topic (or theme) and on a listener’ — 
ability to discern the mndextying conversational ‘topic (or 
thene). Although Reichman did not categorize conversational 
—— in — se their content and relational dimensions, 
others (Keonen et ah, 1977; . Kintsch, ° "19773. Olson, 19774, 
Winograd, 1977) have done so. A ae J 
As previously noted, receivers use ‘theme as an ‘organtsing 
device for message atoragh. and as a retrieval mnemonic. Durtag, 
initial interactions receivers will develop thenes linking 
conment# perceived to be relational to aid them in developing 


* 
* — — 


” a22e : E 3 


® “a schema about the sender. This development of relational. 


— — — — — 


tee for senders may be. an important pert of the uncertainty 


« reduction Process ‘described by Berger and his associates 
- (see Berger and Calabresses, 1975). At first, receivers may 
categorize senders at a relatively high level of abstraction, iy 
vas in Miller and Steinberg's (1975) cultural or sociological | 
level. Receiver's prior relational —*—— for cultural 
. 5 sociological “level fnovledge may absorb or exert strong 
—J change influences on relational message information. For | al 
| example, on first neeting another person the receiver may - : | ‘ 
develop a relatively ambiguous thene for the relational 
* 


elements of the other’ 8 message like, "He's a competitive | “ 


$.0.B. o. B.“ The receiver vould then store the relational mennage 
g . 


propositions around this relational message —— The 


* 
‘receiver would 1 —* an existing relational schena for 


“competitive $.0. B/s" and this schema would likely — ** the 


new Felationaly ssage propositions — the receiver —— 
or r deleting ay information that was inconsistent with the 
“existing schena knowledge. This. process may Pxplain why 
; receivers: often do not pasd attributions about senders on 
O | : “specific behavioral evidence (trope, 1978; Tverski and 
| - Kahnenan, “1973). Characterizing the problem of — 


reeall in the attribution process, Trope (1978) stated; 


1 5 Ee ee Ug ; 
Bete. ape = - et =-23< ae 3* . 


| | ft 


(- 


4 Socdal judgment is frequently based: on inaccurate 


“recall o other’ s behavior. We are often called 


“upon to ‘inferences about other's personal 
attributes even when we are unsure w.ether rg, 
we can, er how they actually’ behaved. 

Under qut rcumstances, we have to base our . 


——— on uncertain behavioral en ' 


(p93) 
As receivers interact with, others oyer — they begin’ 


\ 


to — less anbiguous sélationdl message themes. These 


9 échenia 


sa - tenes reflect the receiver!s attempt to develop a relational - 


a for: ‘a particular seader “at an interpersonal or >. 
te. 


peychological level (here: ‘again w we are following Miller. 6% ; 


and Steinberg's, 1975, conceptual ization of. levels of rele- — 


* 


tional knowledge) ~ Receivers who aevelon sens. anbiguous : ; 


: relational themes in part based on, ‘their peychological iever 


relational. schema ‘knowledge of. the sender, more accurately 


recall relational message Anfornacton. - Keenan ‘et: et als., 4977) 


receivers ‘vho knew senders, “very well" recalled, 


more ‘sceurately than- receivers who did not know. senders : = J 


ecg well." (We. are assuring here that Inoving, another "very J 


— — provides support for this ‘assumption: — — that 


—— statenents from naturally occurring conversations 


. 


‘ well" is. synonymous, vith knowing. senders at the perchotopteal 


— level). 


is receiver: processing “etrategies. ‘Receivers develop message ~ 
, ? , : x Eg ike 2 L ; i 


~ 


ic — a — * ce 


“Another eruetal elenant. tn the message reception process. 


Deeay 


eo 


% | o 


processing strategies to herp ese accomplish coummiative 
. - goals. Folloving the content-relational distinction, . 
——— generally have content ; or. relational goals which | 
prompt hae to: dep lement content nd relations strategies. 
‘ Berger and —— have categorized: a. variety of relational , 
otrategies receivers ‘{mplenent, during interpersonal. — 
—— with others, Roloff (1976) ‘and: auaier and steinberg 


MiB 1, 


7 “16 (1975) also categorize Sethe ionat: strategies, interactants 


eC Brae mat, 


use during interpersonal conmunfeation. Just. and Carpenter 
(1977), Kintech and Van Digk (3978), Spiro asm, ‘and Winograd 
- (1977), discuss such receiver —E Reflecting this , 
content-relational, dietiaction fe receiver | strategies, 
: Just ‘and Carpenter as77). state, ‘tle [recetvet] knows: ‘that 
speaking and writing styles vary. fron context to —— i 


ag Hie 2 “1 20 ————— 


so he will use ‘different strategies for’ casuai conversations. 


so than- tor technical reportet (95 33)j——— = are. ote 
zr 45. 9; 
"The following dtecussion of content and relational 


— slice * 


strategies will. “focus on: how Anteractente use | strategies a 


ee 
ot oe Te —* — —— — 


-in Feceiving conversational messages. We | ——— that receivers 


‘ : 
bh a 
— — * 


who vant: to. ‘reduce ‘relational ‘uncertainty will focus their i a? te ses. 


‘ ae o 


" primary strategic effort on’ the , relational. dinenaton ‘of : bi 


hi ea gone Se eg Et = 
F — sender's message. If a receiver’ "8 — goal is to. ; ‘el een 
a — — 
broaden his/her knowledge of sone content area he/she ‘will a J 
ya” en @ i , 
focus prinary strategic effort ‘oa the content dimension ef 
. er : an ; ; sd | a 
: — 
Mo . ' - 
ix , ». ae — * -f : — 
— Dae 
. * * * 


pn comprehension atages cand, a storage-retrieval” stage. 2 Dur 


eon a * 


——— the particulars of what he/she said’ (content). 


Ps to play in the- message 5 receptiog prosede sets ‘gf (s message ~ 


Lane 


‘Ses 


a sender's — Receivers alvays fegleneat both a content ; 
and a relational message’ ,Feception strategy. When a receiver’ 8 
. primary goal is felational he/she, v will. primarily fous, on Ae 
: Auplenenting a relational: strategy. with. secondary | cen — 


ot Se 
= * 


on content. -This may explain: why” we can atten: reneaber — es — 


J a 
well: what a 1 person was ‘Like (e-, angry, competitive, 


oer on a particular day, but have great. Aetieney 


The: central role. that themes and ‘Strategies ‘are ‘éaeumed™ — 


teception model gal from extoting models; in’ particular F 
those. of Kintsch and Van Dijke’. (1978). and. ‘Winograd's sry. er. ——— 
The following d dtecussion —— the — of these Bea. fe : — 4. 


variables. pee , 


Mansage reception Aavolves three general — 3— “two “4 . a 
ing — 


———— 


the first comprehension, stage receivers employ’ schenas, for -- 


‘5 eingle sentence . ‘language rules. “This stage breaks: ‘a — — — 


Pte ian Oe 


into meaningful Propositions. which are organized. in’ working Pe — —* 


— 


pemory agound a receiver, selected message thene..- ‘When ars, 5 ar ; sh 


— receiver decides a message is complete, it is assigned 


dt — fs 
meaning “and transferred to long tern. — memory. over , 


tine, prior ‘schemas constructively act, on the new message | 


representation and may, depending on ‘dere of message theme — - 


rf 
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a2 ge 4 
axbiguity, absorb or change the nessage ‘representation to make 
it consistent with the Prine schena. To recall, the receiver - 
uses — thene as a menonic to ——— original and | 
constructively changed message inforaation and may reconstruct 
other message ‘Anfornation (based on prior echema knowledge) 
to £111 in any gaps. in recall. Throughout the reception 
process, senantic memory, schena are accessed to ———— 
—— at excl stage. | 


— "During initial couprebieniton (otage one) receivers J 


euploy single sentence language rales to decompose sentences 


* dato "ueaning clenente" (Kintech anid Van Dijk; 1978) or 

"propositions" (os clark and Clark, 1977, Pe 143, labeled’ 

~ then). Receivers retrieve these rules — their semantic - 
‘memory, schema, for. single sentence Language ‘rules. Beca 


ai é — 


- this echena fe in constant use | during the — 


— * —— 
rꝛaau.iti constantly activated ‘mad pecetvare are - ae 


relatively unavare of ite use. ‘Char and Clarks’ 1977) 
— — of single sentence recepty | st sategtes. “Gece “ <a oP a 2 


Chapter 2) provides a very useful — to ‘the eoupretlension 
eo 


: activity. that occurs daring stare one of the } Reception 
oe oe 4 Process, — — a heady 


" rs ‘ ; — 
ne Ke — ae ae ‘ 
7 


a 


Hacetvers use short tera — to decompose these 


— eR Fay oF a 


irei⸗ statenents or sentences t J proposition, which are 


’ then stored in ‘working — During stage fve two comprehension ae “ta @ 


2, : : | . . - . E | 27 ; | t 


é 
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> * Bo ye rt 
activities receivers ‘focus on » building a coherent representation 
— “of the meesage Propositions by organizing them around a message : 
—— A receiver sttmtegically eats to ‘develop a message 
as soon as possible (Braneford J Johnson, antes 
Dooling * Lachman, 19713 Kalhavy, ays and Garabino, 1975; 
Reichnan, 1978) ¢ The developed ——— thene serves as an 
organizational criteria for SOTA: propositions to one 
another, te. ‘also serves as a retrieval cue to access prior 
J 8 semantic memory schemas, and to decide if a message is 
completed and ready for Jong term sensatic memory —* 
———— — more aware of using processing ————— 
at this stage in message reception, Bransford and Johnson . 7 


972), Kulhavy et al; (1975) and Reichman G78) found that 


receivers actively attempt to — nessage thenes to 
— facilitate nesease comprehension. ae this aes a receiver 
. ae a primary. relational, strategy.may develop-a a — 
‘theme to organize and interpret relational propositions with - . 
* the strategic coal of akg attributions to the séndor. A .- * ; ia 
“ receiver with a. primarily content strategy will davelop a ; 
content theme — facilitate couprehension of — that 
broaden his” knowledge: ‘ta some content area. . After stage ; 


. two Scan ENON ATE coe receiver may ‘produce a spec 


response to, the —* s message, or continue * ‘List ; ; 
In either case, he/she will commit to long tare — * 
— 
* pies e i 


: 
* 3 
4 

; , ‘ ? : “ : 


~ 


memory the representational message schema developed in 


? Ci 


hs 


working memory. . 
During, stage three, — store message representation. ; 
Over time, these representations are susceptible to constructive- 
‘reconstructive intrusions. Receivers often store messages to 
fulfill future goals., Spiro (1977) found that subjects : 
asked to memorize a conversational message used an isolation 
storage stratecy. This is similar to the strategy used by: F 
students to "cran" " for tests. - They store iatorna tion in a 
form as ‘close as possible to that provided by. the inatructor 
and isolate it. completely from other. memory schemas so that: . 
they can reproduce (regurgetate) exactly what they have 
been told. Shortly.after the test, with the goal-met, the. 
information quickly becomes inaccessible. 
Spiro (1977) also found that subjects asked to listen 
alk. conversation, as "psychologists" with the purpose of eé⸗ 


analyzing a couple's interpersonal situation, stored the 


ae 
z 
* 


. conversational messages in:such a way that they were highly 
susceptible to constructive-reconstructive intrusions from 

. prior schema. In terns of the present model's velaticndl= 
content distinctica, these subjects stored the messages within 


~ peior relational sementic memory. schemas and these schenas 


. influenced ‘the new — representation over tim. a : 
. Spiro (1977). found no _constructive-reconstructive intrusions ’ ae 
; i : J 
F -29— e : : 


8] 


, 


,When subjects immediately recalled the stimulus conversations. 

| This finding indicated that constructive-reconstructive 
intrusions’ do nak occur —— — but rather, over time. 
Dooling and Christiaansen (1977) seserved similar results — 
with regard to the effect. time has on ee eee Ye , ‘ 
memory processes. , 7 a fade 

This model is at present. in an early. stage. Ie will: F 

take further conceptualizing and research to-flesh it ees, - 

Housel (1979) is engaced in research which may answer -some of. : 

the unanswered questions about the function of relational themes, 


' strategies and schemas in the reception process. — 
° - Before concluding: that schema theory is only useful in s 


conceptualizing peychologistically oriented explanations vo a 
(i.e., the present —— model) , the reader should o> 
examine how others have used schena — ror example, * 

Rymelhart (1975) and Thorndyke - 1977) work with text structures. # 
Schema theory — provides a useful basis for descriptive § - 

linguistics, which focusea at the discourse level. Those . 
interested in discourse analysis fay Bind we schema a useful.‘ ~- 

concept in explaining c icators' shared cultural know- © 

ledge. While. Reichman's (1978) ‘excellent research Conversational 

Coherency, does not explicitly claim a schema theory foundation, os 
she does. use past schema puaOry research (e.g., Bransford 


and Johnson, 1972; 1973; — 1977; — 1977) in . i 


‘ 


2 
— her conceptual ization of the dialogue process. 


Others (Hastie and ‘Kumar, 1979; Tsujimoto, 19785 Sayder and 
Uranovite, 1973; Markus, 1977; TESA; 1978) use schema 
3 — theory to explore the "sceribution process “snd peer — 
a , "in general. i oa 
| . The utility of schema theory conceptualizations in 
; communication research seens dpparent. Those involved in 


" mass research may ‘find schema —* useful in 


explaining viewers' expectations 0 novie, television, or | 
newspaper formats. The result of pping such media created. 
schemas ana the effects of violating these — in changing * 
fotuats ‘nay provide an interesting avenue of ‘yeahs - 

Another possible use of — theory in communication 2 ; 
research. involves a fora of — analysis. Attempting 
to answer the’ dunstion, "What are the typical conversational : {+ 


schemas interactants use in vecacpting ‘to acconplish a 


variety of communicative goals . (e.g. relational’, content, 
rhetorical, etc.)?,” may provide ‘a useful approach for future . 
— ied communication research. The ‘discourse —— might also VA 
took to past — — researchers (Rumelhart, 19753 é . 
- Van Dijk, 1978; Thorndyke, 1977; Reichnan, 1978; and stherad . 
for exauples of structural ——— to’ analyzing a — 
of — (e.g-, prose passages, stories, — 


jokes). 


—_ 


Arguments have been presented demonstrating schema 
theory's role in comamication research. Its direct 
applicability to a wide variety-of interests has been 
indicated. Schema theory is not a passing fad or "£1lash- + 
‘in-the-pan," it is hare and here to stay. Readers who | 
pursue this literature will find tavaluable impetus for 
_refining and extending their, oun inquiries. — 
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